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I_RF.AL PAP TV IN INTEREST 

The above referenced application is wholly assigned to International Business Machines 
Corporation ("IBM"), A New York corporation having a principle place of business at Armonk, 
New York. 

TT RF.T.ATBD APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There arc no related appeals or interferences known to Appellant that will directly affect, 
be directly affected by, or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 

IB. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-9. 12-16, and 19-23 are pending in this application. Claims 1-9, 12-16, and 19-23 
stand rejected under the Office Action. More particularly: 

1. Claim 1 stands rejected under 35 US.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goldstein 
(U.S. Patent Number 6,374,287), hereinafter "Goldstein". 

2. Claims 2-5 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Goldstein in view of Lefebvre (U.S. Patent No. 6.249,294), hereinafter "Lefebvre". 

3. Claims 6-9, 12, and 20-21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lefebvre. 

4. Claims 13-16, 19, and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lefebvre in view of Goldstein. 

5. Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Lefebvre 
in view of Giokas et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,408,602), hereinafter "Giokas", 

In this Appeal, Appellant is challenging the rejections of claims 1, 2, 4, 6, and 12. 
Appellant acknowledges that, for purposes of this appeal, claim 2 and 3 stand and fall together, 
claims 4 and 5 stand and fall together, claims 6-9, and 22 stand and fall together and claims 12- 
22 stand and fall together. 

rv QTATTTSnP AMENDMENTS 

No amendments have been filed subsequent to the final rejection. 
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v Mi ^AftY HFf!! AIMED SI m-lBCT MATTER 

t a rLtin l is directed at multi-host data processing network (100) having a 

enables the US er to execute GUI applications on local host (102) and remote to* 00g ^om 
terminal (110) via a display server authorization mechanism [Disclosure at Page 4, luie 
Stag . ehto 1. network (100) enables the user to execute a text string entered at the 
SSuUO) as a hell command on the remote host (103) via the display server (101) 
[Sfsure at paragraph beginning on Page 6, line 29 and paragraph begmmug on Page 7, Ime 
26]. 

Independent claim 6 is directed at a distributed computer P«*« • |* ™"g 

remote execution of a command string as shell command on a remote host (103) Paragraph 
Snin^Page 7, line 26). The claimed program product includes a disc ^«ywOM£ » 
5 Zt (^Display server (101) enables a user of a display terminal (1 10 to invoke local 
and Tremote GUI applications. [Paragraph beginning on page 3, line 11] A client application 
Ho76?oTlocal S(Va) is connected to display server (101). When chent application (107) 
Ss a conunand JSnL it pastes the command string to a clipboard [Paragraph beginning on 
ST tolS A daemon process (210) on remote host (103) retrieves the command sting 
rrom to Clipboard and excels the command string as a shell command on the remote host 
(103). [Page 6, lines 5-8; Paragraph beginning on Page 7, line 14]. 

Independent claim 12 is directed at a method of executing a shell command on a remote 
host The claimed melted includes creating (402) a first window with a first prob and stonng 
(40% an identifier (ID) associated with the first window (300) as a property (304) of display 
2^ OwTtI* display server property (304) is then monitored (406) for * 
c^nmand sLg is eXed (408) using a client application (107) The client WUcatvon(107) 
st~e cornmand string in a clipboard (306) associated with first window 
alteration (410) in the display server property (304). Upon detectmg Ae alteration utopby 
server property (410), the command string is retrieved (412) from «» 
e«cuted (412) as a shell command on the remote host (103). [Paragraph begimung on Page 8, 
line 8]. 



VI GROUND HP RFJECTION TO BE RBVJ PWED ON APPEAL 

The grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal include: 

1. Is claim 1 patentable over Goldstein under 35 US.C. 103(a)? 

2. Is claim 2 patentable over Goldstein in view of Lefebvre under 35 U.S.C. 103(a)? 

3. Is claim 4 patentable over Goldstein in view of Lefebvre under 35 U.S.C. 103(a)? 
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4. Are 



claims 6 and 12 patentable over Lefebvre under 35 U.S.C 103(a)? 



vn AttfiTIMENT 



Claim_l 

The obviousness rejection of claim 1 is improper because the cited reference does not 
disclose all of the limi.auons of the claim. To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed 
invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the reference^) cited. MPEP 
2143 03 (citing In re Roykn, 490 F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974)). In the present case, 
Goldstein does not disclose or suggest a network and windows server enabled to execute a text 
string entered at the terminal as a shell command on the remote host. 

The Office Action states that Goldstein discloses a network "configured to enable the user 
to execute a text string entered at the terminal as a shell command on the remote host via the 
display server." The Office Action cites col. 4 lines 58-67 and col. 5 lines 1-5 as support for this 
assenion. The cited portion of Goldstein reads as follows: 

In step 201, the local window server 123 receives a request from the i local client 
rnocess 121 to perform an action. For example, the request may call for a user 
££. « i SaTdevice 103 to be updated in response to a b««c* ' <*lec*- by 
™ser The window server examines the request and determines whether the ^request 
caX processed by program code residing on the local computer 101 or whether *e 
reWneeds to be processed by a window server extension which resides on the 
Zot computer 129(step 203). If the request should be processed 
205) then the window server sends the request to the remote extension 145 resting 
on L ^ computer !29 (step 207), where the remote extension P™«~ *- 
request in such a way that the output from the processing can rtself be processed by 
the window server 123. (emphasis added). 

Contrary to the assertion of the Office Action, the cited portion of Goldstein does not disclose 
a network that enables a user to execute a text string, entered at a terminal, as a shell 
command on a remote host. Goldstein discloses that a window server receives a request from 
a local client. The on!y example of such a request disclosed in Goldstein is a request to 
update a user interface on a display device in response to a button selection by the user. 

A button selection is a classic example of a GUI action. Windows servers are 
specifically designed to process GUI actions across systems in a network. Thus, the portion 
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of Goldstein cited by the Office Action to support the rejection of claim 1 merely recites that 

a windows server may update a user interface in response to a QUI action performed by a j 

user. The cited portion of Goldstein simply does not disclose or suggest a windows server 

implementation or extension that enables the user to execute locally entered text string as a 

command on a remote system. Goldstein, for example, does not use the word "text" even 

once and there is nothing in the Office Action to indicate how Goldstein's reference to a well- . 

known use of a windows server discloses or suggests the text string limitation of claim 1. j 

Accordingly, Appellant would respectfully submit that the Section 103(a) rejection of claim 1 

based on Goldstein is improper and that, therefore, claim 1 and its dependent claims (claims 

2-5) are allowable over the cited reference. 

Claim 2 

The Office Action rejected claim 2 as unpatentable over Goldstein in view of Lefebvre. 
The Office Action acknowledges that Goldstein does not disclose wherein the local host includes 
a client application and the remote host includes a daemon process and wherein the client 
application is enabled to receive the cormnand from the user and the daemon process is 
configured to retrieve and execute the command. The Office Action attempts to support the 
Section 103(a) rejection of claim 2 by Stating that Lefebvre discloses a system that includes "a 
client process operable to receive and broadcast OGL command buffers and daemon processes 
operable to access the shared memory structures for the purpose of executing the commands 
stored therein." 

Assuming arguendo that the Office Action's summary of what Lefebvre disclose is 
accurate, that disclosure still does not teach or suggest the limitations of claim 2. Claim 2 plainly 
recites a client application that receives text string from the user and a daemon process that 
retrieves uie text string and executes it as a shell command. According to the Office Action then, 
a client process operable to receive and broadcast OpenGL command buffers teaches a client 
process that receives text strings. But an OpenGL command buffer is not a text string and 
invoking a daemon process to execute commands stored in an OpenGL command buffer is not 
executing a command string as a shell command on a remote system. OpenGL is a graphics API 
and OpenGL commands perform graphics functionality. OpenGL graphics commands are 
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functionally related to windows servers since both are concerned with graphical displays in 
computer systems. A text string and text string command, to the contrary, are perhaps the 
paradigmatic opposite of a computer graphic and nothing describing a mechanism for executing 
OpenGL command buffers can be suggestive of a technique for executing text strings as shell 
commands on a remote system. Accordingly, Appellant submits that the Section 103(a) rejection 
of claim 2 is improper and that claim 2 and its dependent claims (claims 3-5) are. therefore, 
allowable over the cited references. 

Claim 4 

The Section 103(a) rejection of claim 4 is improper because the cited references do not 
disclose or suggest the all of the claimed limitations. Claim 4 recites that the daemon process 
opens a display server window and stores a window ID of the window as the display server 
property. Claim 4 further recites that the client application is configured to change the display 
server property to zero upon receiving the text string. 

Supporting the obviousness rejection of claim 4. the Office Action states that col. 15 lines 
37-42 of Lefebvre discloses wherein the daemon process is configured to open a display server 
window and to store a window id of the display window as the display server property. The cited 
portion of Lefebvre reads as follows: 

Similarly, in step 1306. master 310 issues an XMoveWindow(Al,-l020,600) 
command to slave 314, wherein Al is the window ID on slave 314 (bat ■ 
the master window ID A, and -1020,600 are the offset versions of the coordinates 
passed from client 1 1 0 to master 310. 

The office action further states that Lefebvre discloses wherein the client application is 
configured to alter the display server property to zero upon receiving the command from. 
Citing col. IS lines 60-65. The cited portion of Lefebvre reads as follows: 

Otherwise, master 310 issues a walxEventGetExposeO request to the slave in step 
1316 In response, the slave sends to the master all of the information necessary to 
define all of the expose events in its queue. (ThiB operation also has the effect ot 
clearing the expose events queue within that slave.) 

The rejected claim recites that the display server property that is set to zero is the window ID of 
the window opened by the daemon process, in contrast, the cited portions of Lefebvre do not 
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disclose or suggest that a Window ID (At in the example) is set to zero (or otherwise altered at 
all) upon receiving a text string. Instead, Lefebvre discloses that expose events in a slave's Queue 
are cleared when those expose events are delivered to the master. Tins portion of Lefebvre » not 
related to the portion of Lefebvre discussing window IDs. Thus. Lefebvre does teach or suggest 
all of the limitations of claim 4. 



Claims 6 and 12 

The obviousness rejections of claims 6 and 12 are improper because the cited references 
do not disclose all of the limitations of the claim. Specifically. Lefebvre does not teach or 
suggest a client application on a local host configured to receive a command string and a daemon 
process on a remote host configured to retrieve the command sting execute the command stnng 
as a shell command on the remote host 

In considering claims 6 and 12, the Office Action states that col. 19 lines 26-31 of 
Lefebvre disclose a client application on the local host that receives a command string and pastes 
the command string to a clipboard and that col. 19 lines 35-39 of Lefebvre disclose a daemon 
process on the remote host that retrieves the command string from the clipboard and executes the 
command string as a shell command. Column 19. lines 26-39 of Lefebvre read as follows: 

In order to make better use of network bandwidth when operating in the mrt > rnode^ 
OGL commands are buffered on the client side in a buffer such as OGL command 
buffer 1822. OGL command buffer 1822 is created and managed by client-side ^GLX 
library 1823. OGL commands are buffered on the server side m a buffer such as 
shared memory OGL command buffer 1824. GLX extern 1825 vvtttan X ^server 
process 1808 creates, manages and fills shared memory OGL command buffer 1824. 
OGL daemon 1810 has a shared memory connection to OGL command buffer 1824. 
as shown at 1826. It uses snared memory connection 1826 to read OGL command 
buffer 1824 so that it can execute the commands stored there. 

Appellant is unable to determine how the cited portion of Lefebvre discloses the claimed 
limitations under discussion. The terminology command string as used in the present 
application is clearly and consistently confined to a text string. As such, the command string 
limitation of claim 6. especially when read in light of the claim limitation of executing the 
command string as a shell command, should be interpreted as a text-based command string. 
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b other words, because a shell command is a text string, the command string of claim 6 that 
is executed as a shell command must be a text string. 

Under this reading of the claim, it is apparent that Lefebvre does not disclose a client 
application that receives a command string and pastes the command string to a clipboard, nor 
does Lefebvre disclose a daemon process that retrieves command strings from a clipboard 
and executes them as a shell command. Like Goldstein, Lefebvre does not describe or 
suggest the use of a windows server in conjunction with text-based commands. 

Furthermore, the Office Action acknowledges that, even under a broad interpretation 
of the claim language "command string," Lefebvre does not disclose executing the command 
string as a shell command. Supporting the rejection, nevertheless, the Office Action states 
that executing shell commands on a remote host are well known Telnet features. According, 
concludes the Office Action, it would have been obvious to incorporate Telnet protocol into 
the Lefebvre system because it would expand the compatibility and usability of the system for 
executing remote commands. 

There is, however, no motivation to modify Lefebvre to incorporate a Temet style 
protocol because the windows server system because Lefebvre is not directed at user oriented 
commands. The relevant portions of Lefebvre are concerned with a method and system for 
execution graphic commands on the graphics hardware of a remote host in a way that 
achieves desirable performance. Thus, the relevant portions of the Lefebvre, including the 
portions cited by the Examiner, describe the system by which Lefebvre enables OpenGL 
commands issued by a local application to be executed in graphics hardware on a remote 
host It would not be obvious to modify a method and system for executing OpenGL 
commands in a multi-host network environment to execute user entered, text-based command 
strings. Lefebvre is not remotely interested in executing shell commands on remote systems, 
but is instead concerned with performing graphics command buffers in an efficient manner. 

Moreover, as Appellant argued in response to a prior non-final office action, a 
Telnet style protocol, even if incorporated, would not achieve the results obtained with the 
claimed invention because the windows server system and the Telnet system would require 
different authorization mechanisms. The present invention achieves a method and system by 
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which the conventional uses of windows server systems are extended ,o incorporate text string 

execution. . 

In applications where a display server system is already present, it is undeurable to 
require an additional application such as Telnet to enable shell command execution. Moreover, 
in host systems that implement access authorization, display server access privileges are 
independent of the Telnet access privileges. Thus, in a Telnet implementation, a user would be 
required to gain access (password, etc.) to the display server to invoke distributed GUI 
functionality and further required to acquire access to the remote server desktop to execute 
remote shell commands using another mechanism, such as a Telnet logon sequence. Therefore, 
one would not look to a Telnet application as a means of modifying the windows server system 
of Lefebvre to incorporate the text string execution capability of the claimed invention. 

Accordingly, Appellant submits that the Section 103(a) rejection of claims 6 and 12 are 
improper and that claims 6 and 12 and their dependent claims are allowable over the cited 
references. 

CONCLUSION 

in view of the foregoing, Applicant would submit that the pending claims are allowable 
over the cited references and would respectfully request the Board to remand this application to 
the Examiner for reconsideration existent with an order that the Examiner pass this case to 

issuance unless a proper rejection to the claims can be made. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Joseph P- ) 
Reg. No. 3 r 

ATTORNEY FOR AJ>PIJCANT(s) 



I 

I P.O. Box 684749 

Austin, Texas 78768-4749 
512.428.9870 
5 12.428.9871 (FAX) 



PAGE 13/16 * RCVD AT 1 1/3/2004 6:59:36 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF*1/3 ' DNIS:87M306 * CSID: 51 24289871 * DURATION (mitHSS):07-22 



11/03^04 18:59 LALLY & LRLLY. LLP -» USPTO NO. 166 P14 



serial No. wmma 

Appeal Brief dated November 3. 2004 
Page J J of 13 



vm. CLAIMS APPENDIX 



TEXT OP CT ATMS PRESENTED ON APPEAL: 



1 (previously presented). A multi-host data processing network including a local host and a 
remote host, comprising: 

a terminal including a display, a keyboard, and a pointing device; 

a display server on the local host associated with a user of the terminal, wherein the 
display server enables the user to execute GUI applications on the local and remote hosts 
from the terminal via a display server authorization mechanism; and 

wherein the network is configured to enable the user to execute a text string entered at the 
terminal as a shell command on the remote host via the display server. 

2 (previously presented). The network of claim 1. wherein the local host includes a client 
application and' the remote host includes a daemon process, wherem the ch ent app tetfwau 
enabled to receive the text string from the user and the daemon process is configured to relneve 
the text string and execute the text string as the shell command. 

3 (previously presented). The network of claim 2, wherein the daemon process is ^^to 
monitor changes to a property of the display server, and further wherein the chent application is 
configured to alter the display server property upon receiving the text string. 

4 (previously presented). The network of claim 3, wherein the daemon process is configured to 
op« a display server window and to store a window id of the display 

display server property and wherein the client application is configured to change the display 
server property to zero upon receiving the text string. 

5 (previously presented). The network of claim 4, wherein the client application is enabled ^ to 
transfer the text string to a clipboard associated with the display server window and wherem the 
daemon process is enabled to retrieve the text string from the clipboard upon detecting a change 
to the display server property. 

6 (previously presented). A distributed network windowing system computer program product 
enabling remote execution in a data processing network including a local host and a remote host, 

the computer product comprising: 

a display server on the local host, wherein the display server enables a user of a display 
terminal connected to the network to invoke local and remote GUI applications; 
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. client application on the local host connected to the display server and conH^dto 
Slid string and, upon receiving the command string, to paste the command 
string to a clipboard; and 

a daemon process on the remote host configured to retrieve the ™^ ' *J 

clipboard and further configured to execute the command stnng as a shell command on 



the remote host. 



associated with the display window in a property of the display server, 
and to re-set the display server property to zero. 

9 (original). The computer program product of claim 8, wherein the daemor .process to 
coSed to retrieve the command string from the clipboard responsive to detechng an 
alteration to the display server property. 

10-11 (canceled). 

12 (previously presented). A method of executing a shell command on a remote host, 
comprising: 

creating a first window with a first process; 

storing an id associated with the first window as a property of a display server, 

monitoring for alterations in the display server property with the first process; 

entering a command string via a client application, wherein, upon receiving the ™and 
StZppi is configured to store the command stnng m a cupboard 
associated with the first window and to alter the display server property, and 

upon detecting the alteration in the display server property, retrieving the con^and I ***6 
L ,h e clipboard and executing the command string as a shell command on the remote 
host 

13 (previously presented). The method of claim 12, wherein the first process « *• 
«J£ 'host of a multi-host data processing system, the client res.des on a local host of the 
system, and the command string is entered on a terminal connected to the local host. 

14 (original). The method of claim 12, wherein the command comprises a command shutting 
down the remote host. 
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15 (original). The method of claim 12, wherein the command comprises a command invoking an 
application residing on the remote host. 

16 (original). The method of claim 12, wherein the command string is entered by a user of a 
terminal controlled by the display server. 

17-18 (canceled). 

19 (original). The method of claim 12, farther comprising, prior to 

losdnE into a local host of a multi-host computer system, wherein upon °Kpr,g."U a wmdowmg 
IS Sa*s S display server and creates an authorization file assoctated with a user and by 
which applications connect to the display server. 

20 (original). The method of claim 12, wherein the display server enables execution of local and 
remote GUI applications from a terminal served by the display server. 

21 (original). The method of claim 12. wherein the altering of the display ^™^f^* y 
cliSSation comprises the client application writing the display server property to zero. 

22 (original). The method of claim 12, wherein the display server comprises an X Server of an X 
Window System. 

23 (previously presented). The computer program product of claim 6, 7*™^*!* 
amSon^ me daemon host have access privilege to the display server via a common access 
c£ Sated w!tTthe user and wherein the user is enabled to execute the shel. command on 
the remote host based solely on the access privilege to the display server. 
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